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Analysis and Reform on the Design of the Defendant’ s
Seat in our Country’s Criminal Court

Liv Renwen

Abstract: The criminal court is the important space to decide the freedom and life of the defendant. The
defendant”’ s seat is an important symbol of the legal status and the rights of the defendant in the court. There—
fore the design of the defendant’ s seat in criminal court is related with whether the defendant can exercise the
right of defense and communicate with his lawyer whether the trial pattern is balanced and the results of the
referee is fair and impartial. Reflecting on the present design of the defendant’ s seat in criminal court in our
couniry it is not in conformity with the spirit of criminal proceedings destroyed the tripartite structure of crimi—
nal proceedings and divided the defense as a whole. The main reason for restricting the change of the defend-
ant’ s seat in criminal court lies in the fact that the defendant’ s main position has not been established truly
the lack of substantive function of the trial and the importance of the procedural justice have not been fully
taken seriously. Thus the paper put forwards specific ideas to reform the design of the defendant’ s seat. In
the choice of the path of reform it is advocated to learn from international practice and improve our court im—
age; summary the practical experience to promote macro change from micro exploration. In the specific recom—
mendations of the reform it is suggested to cancel the defendant’ s seat surrounded and separated by the fence
set up the defendant’ s seat and the defender’ s seat side by side in applying the ordinary procedure and adopt
the “round table trial” mode in applying the special procedure of juvenile criminal cases and the reconciliation
of public prosecution cases.

KeyWords: Defendant’ s Seat; Crime Label; Presumption of Innocence; Equality Between the Defend-

ant and Prosecution; Substantive Criminal Trial



